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that an assistant of Lobell's was bribed to administer the fatal
drug. On September 14, he succeeded in accomplishing his
purpose by means of an injection. On the following day the
prisoner died, the unhappy victim of a woman's vengeance.
His death took place only ten days before the judgment was
delivered by the Commissioners in the case of the divorce, by
which his murderess received the prize which she had stooped so
low to win. How far Rochester was aware at the time of what
was taking place it is impossible to say with certainty. Lady
Essex, in distress at her failures, may have told him of her
design, and may even have enlisted his sympathy ; but we have
her own distinct statement to the contrary,1 and the hypothesis

that his sending him away would bring suspicion upon himself. Lobell's
own account was that the boy's parents asked him to give him an intro-
duction to some friends in France, which he did the more readily, as he
knew his new master used him hardly. The argument against Lobell,
however, acquires weight from the fact that he was not put on his trial.
It should, however, be remembered that it was the interest of the prosecu-
tion to keep the whole history of the apothecary's boy in the background.
He was out of England, and if it had been proved that he was the real
murderer, all the other prosecutions would fall to the ground at once ; as
an accessory could not be prosecuted until a verdict was obtained against
the principal. I have -omitted all reference to Franklyn's evidence, as
no weight whatever can be attached to the assertions of so unblushing
a liar. The strongest points against Somerset have been put by Mr.
Spedding (Bacon's Letters and Life, v. 326); but while his arguments are
conclusive against the theory that Rochester had a clear case, and only
wished in his proceedings before his arrest to shield his wife, they do not
exclude the possibility that he, knowing as he may be supposed to have
done in 1615, that Overbury had been poisoned, and knowing too that
his behaviour about the tarts and powders laid him open to grave suspicion,
did all that he could to remove the evidence of such suspicious conduct,
and to free himself from a charge which, though untrue, might easily be
believed to be true.

1 On Jan. 12, 1616, when she was in prison she acknowledged to Fenton
and Montgomery that she had had part in the murder (como moza agra-
viada y ofendida de que el,' i.e. Overbury, ' hablava indignisimamente de
su persona, pero que el conde de Somerset, que entonces aun no era marido,
ni lo havia sabido ni tenido parte en ello, antes ella se guardava y recatava
del en esto, porque le tenia por muy verdadero amigo del Obarberi, que
csto era la verdad, aunque el haver sido ella sola^en ello fuese mas culpa.'
Sarmiento to Philip III. Jan. 30, 1616, Simancas MSS. 2595, fcl. 23,